Abstract. Light quality is a crucial physical factor driving coral distribution 32 along depth gradients. Currently, a 30 m depth limit, based on SCUBA regulations, 
affect how coral communities are structured in space (Kahng et al. 2010, Bauman et 82 al. 2013 ).
83
The euphotic zone ends at the depth where 1% of surface PAR remains (Z1%) (Kirk Therefore, even when light at the surface is equal for two locations, its quality (i.e.
93
intensity and spectrum) may differ at the same depths at those locations due to light-dependent marine organisms has also been documented at local scales, albeit on 98 much smaller scales (Manuel et al. 2013) .
99
Though PAR enhances coral growth at certain depths, light can also have negative 100
impacts. Under high light levels there is the potential for damage to the holobiont 101 (bleaching) (Dunne and Brown 1996) . The biologically damaging effects of UVR are Despite their close proximity to well-studied shallow reefs, and their inferred 118 importance (Rocha et al. 2018) , MCEs have remained poorly studied due to the 119 technical limitations of diving (Pyle 2019) . Basic data on the taxonomic composition, 120 depth ranges, habitat preferences, abundance and distribution of MCE taxa are scarce.
121
Moreover, the processes that structure these communities are virtually unknown 122 (Hinderstein et al. 2010 was deployed at midday (11:00-13:00), using the free-fall technique (Waters et al. 153 1990) to maintain a vertical position and avoid shading and reflectance from the boat.
154
The measurement data were analysed using the program PROFILER (Biospherical percentile of a taxon to remove the influence of extreme observations.
192
To assess the influence of light on community structure, DF indicator values for each (Table 1S ). Further variability is noted between each 10 m depth interval (i.e. (Table 2S) . according to the assemblage they most closely match (Fig. 3) , further supports one of 260 the assemblages as shallow and the other as mesophotic. 
264
May returned the lowest AIC of any month when fitting %UV to data, and March 265 when fitting %PAR (Table 3S) . We therefore use these months when evaluating 
278
August returned the lowest AIC of any month when fitting %UV to data, and June 279 when fitting %PAR for cluster 2 (Table 3S) community.
289
The light environment of the GoE/A is modulated by an annual phytoplankton bloom.
290
Time series decomposition of Chlorophyll-a data reveals that the bloom peaks 291 typically in March (Fig. 5) . Note that the seasonality displayed ( 
Light attenuation coefficient (Kd(PAR)) effect

300
The varied water characteristics across the GoE/A result in different light attenuation 301 coefficients (Kd(PAR)) across sites (Fig. 6a) . In parallel to changes in the light 302 attenuation coefficient (Kd(PAR)), there is a dissimilarity in coral abundance at the 303 different sites along the GoE/A (Fig. 6b) . Overall, the limits of genera and species structure between 30-40 m (Fig. 4) . Cluster 1 comprised mainly 'shallow' genera.
360
Depth ranges for cluster 2 were 'deep' but more varied than cluster 1 (Fig. 4S) .
361
Although our statistical analysis does not allow a clear statement with respect to 362 coral assemblages differing as depth-specialists or generalist taxa, the taxa in each 363 cluster do segregate loosely by depth (Fig. 4S ).
364
The two assemblages exhibit different relationships with light (Fig. 4S) among sites throughout the year (Fig 5S) . mesophotic community distributions, respectively, when considering PAR (Fig. 6 ).
414
Modern tools, such as remote sensing, may provide information on water quality and and UV limits (Fig. 2) . The changing depth distributions for these species among sites 482 appears connected to light (Fig. 6) 
